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Chapter One 
Introduction 
2 
Introduction 
Smart growth is a popular term among planners. It can imply a whole range 
of growth management techniques. Likewise, the topics that it addresses can range 
in scope from national policy issues to day-to-day decisions made by individuals. 
However, what does smart growth mean to the local government officials and 
private citizens who are the architects of local land use policy? This thesis looks at a 
geographic area where the language of smart growth is not often used. Planners are 
rare here and their formal impact on land use decisions is limited. The real driving 
forces behind land use decisions in the study area are not only the elected officials 
but also networks of public and private individuals that are often informal and 
decentralized. 
From a planning perspective southeastern Dallas County is a prime area for 
incorporating smart growth principles. As it will be discussed in Chapter Three, 
growth is rapidly occurring in the area. Dallas County was the tenth fastest growing 
county in the nation between 2003 and 2004 (Norman and Beeman, 2005). With this 
growth has come both benefits and problems for the municipalities involved. 
However, smart growth is by no means the only possible solution. For example, 
land use decisions and growth management could be left to private market forces 
with little governmental intervention. On their own initiative some developers in 
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the past have implemented certain of aspects of smart growth, such as incorporating 
public open space into their designs (Beeman, 2004). Of course, there is a downside 
to a hands-off approach to growth. For example, Houston, Texas prided itself on its 
non-regulatory approach to growth control and was for years the largest American 
city with no zoning codes. By the mid 1980s Houston was characterized by the head 
of the Environmental Protection Agency as the worst hazardous waste release area 
in the nation (Judd and Swanstrom, 2002). 
On the other end of the spectrum, both state and local governments could 
mandate tough controls on growth and direct more resources toward regulation. 
However, this could raise the ire of development-minded groups. Investors could 
stop investing in the area in favor of regions with fewer restrictions and lower 
development costs. 
I viewed smart growth in this thesis as a middle-ground approach. Its core 
themes, which will be discussed in Chapter Two, recur in many different localities' 
plans and encourage sustainable development. Its details, on the other hand, are 
malleable and can be adjusted to conform to the political, economic, social, and 
geographic realities of a particular area. Smart growth is not a magic solution and in 
this thesis it is open to deliberation. 
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If smart growth is such a popular theme with planners, why does the study 
area lack a smart growth plan or any particularly smart growth policies? The 
answer to this lies in the political and institutional realities of governance in 
southeastern Dallas County. From a public administration perspective the details of 
smart growth are secondary to the power structure and the role of public managers 
in developing the public policy strategy that will then be implemented through 
government and private action. The key contribution of this thesis toward that goal 
is identifying the relationships that exist between public and private actors and 
discussing how these networks create policy. The context in which land use 
decisions are made in southeastern Dallas County reflects the decentralized nature 
of government power in the area as well as the influence of non-government officials 
and groups. 
Each of the nine communities involved in the study area: Adel, Clive, Dallas 
Center, De Soto, Grimes, Urbandale, Van Meter, Waukee, and West Des Moines, (see 
map in figure 1.1 below) has the same statutory power under the Iowa Code to plan, 
zone, and annex territory (State of Iowa, 414.23 Iowa Code, 2004). The county 
government has the authority to regulate land use in the unincorporated territory 
between municipalities. However, this power is limited by the fact that any long-
range planning carried out by the county is subject to change due to annexations by 
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municipal governments (McConnell 2005, pers. comm.). This decentralization of 
power and close proximity of jurisdictions creates a situation where each local 
government can act on its own view of land use policy, but its decisions will more 
than likely have an impact on its neighbors. 
Figure 1.1 Southeastern Dallas County, Iowa Map 
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Source: Iowa Geographic Map Server, Iowa State University (2005) 
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Complicating matters further for public managers and planners is the fact 
that the local governments involved in the land use decision-making process do not 
all possess the same internal resources with which to make decisions. In most city 
governments there is a hierarchy of authority starting with the citizens who are 
represented in the local government by a mayor and city council. Underneath this 
elected body are line staff members such as the city administrator and department 
heads. These line staff members are generalist administrators who rely on 
specialized staff within their departments for technical recommendations and 
implementation (Berkley and Rouse, 2000). 
Clive, Urbandale, West Des Moines, and to a growing extent Waukee, have 
city governments that follow this model. These cities retain planners on staff who 
can give technical advice to managers, who make recommendations to their elected 
bodies for deliberation and decision-making. Planning concepts, information, and 
analysis can readily be transferred between the staffs of these cities because they 
share similar technical training, are members of the same professional groups, and 
in most cases are graduates of the same university. 
The smaller communities within the study: Adel, De Soto, Dallas Center, 
Grimes, and Van Meter, do not share this same governmental structure. Although 
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their governments still represent a hierarchy with citizens and representative elected 
bodies at the top, the staff component of their organizations quickly flatten out in 
hierarchical terms. In these organizations the line department heads serve not only 
the function of skilled administrator and manager, but they also are the specialist 
staff as well. None of the five smaller communities in the study area has a trained 
planner on staff. In many cases the administrators are a department of one where 
they not only represent their department to the city management and elected 
officials, but they also perform the department's field work as well. 
In a legal environment such as Iowa's-where land use control power is 
diffused among local governments-this imbalance in planning resources and 
differences in organizational structure and culture put more responsibility on city 
council members, city managers, and department heads. These added 
responsibilities make interjurisdictional cooperation on land use issues more 
difficult. The many different political bodies involved and the disparity in their 
organizational structures mean that the traditional decision-making bodies-the city 
councils- are not necessarily the ones best suited to creating policies that cross 
jurisdictional lines. In this case, as in others areas with weak regional government, 
the groups that transcend jurisdictions and whose cooperation is necessary for any 
policy's survival are the private individuals involved in land development. 
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As will be discussed in Chapter Two, the opinions of not only the local 
elected officials were gathered regarding smart growth but the views of private 
actors involved in land use, such as developers, realtors, bankers, and others were 
also gathered, because their acceptance of local policy is as important to its success 
as the support for such policy by local government. Private individuals and firms 
bridge the gaps between local elected bodies. Hubbell Homes and Iowa Realty, for 
example, do not operate in only one political jurisdiction. These and other 
development groups, as well as those seeking to limit development, seek to be party 
to the decision-making process. These private groups and elected bodies form what 
can be collectively called the suburban development network. This network extends 
beyond the scope of any one city council to include the decision-makers-those with 
a formal vote on policy-and the stakeholders-those who have informal influence 
over that vote. 
In this thesis I identify some of the individuals who make up this network 
and asks them their opinions on smart growth issues. Although this information 
does not by itself create a smart growth plan or a cohesive land use policy, it is 
helpful in identifying points of agreement among members of the network that 
could form a baseline for future discussion of smart growth issues. From this 
feedback it is hoped that public managers and planners in areas with similar 
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decentralized land use policy decision-making systems can more readily identify the 
power networks integral to their own communities' land use policymaking process. 
The research that follows surveyed many of the principal individuals 
involved in shaping land use policy and growth. Several trends were discovered in 
the thinking of these individuals, including a preference for smart growth criteria 
written in a language that favors process over specific courses of action, and avoids 
confronting some of the more difficult social aspects of smart growth. 
In the early stages of preparing this research project members, of the Greater 
Dallas County Development Alliance's smart growth committee were interviewed. 
This committee consisted of county supervisors, city managers, city clerks, and a 
few other representatives from within local government. At the time of these 
interviews, in June 2004, the smart growth committee had not met in the past six 
months and no additional meetings were scheduled. Invariably, these conversations 
turned to why the smart growth committee had stopped functioning. Among the 
issues that surfaced time and again in these discussions was the fact that when the 
group got together for their meetings there was little consensus of what constitutes 
smart growth. There was no common understanding by the members of what their 
smart growth goals should be or how they could be achieved. 
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According to some of the individuals interviewed most of the smart growth 
committee's meetings centered on boundary issues and annexation. However, little 
discussion took place about how boundary decisions could be made with smart 
growth principles in mind. Numerous literature sources exist on smart growth, but 
few of the decision-makers in the smart growth committee had ever read anything 
on the topic beyond a few newspaper articles or websites, if they had ever 
researched the topic at all. After reviewing the issue, no documents, be they old 
committee minutes or other government or scholarly documents, were found to 
exist that stated what important decision-makers and stakeholders in southeastern 
Dallas County consider as sound smart growth principles. There was no explicit 
material that could possibly form a basis of consensus for future smart growth 
discussions, including boundary issues and annexation. 
In order to research the opinions of the suburban development network in 
southeastern Dallas County on smart growth issues it was vital to first develop a set 
of smart growth criteria to use as a guide. Smart growth itself had to be defined in 
order to develop questions that could then measure survey participants' opinions of 
its principles. Also, methods for implementing smart growth at different levels of 
collaboration had to be explored in order to move smart growth from a concept to a 
reality. 
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In the review of literature in the second chapter, I address both of these 
issues. First, in the Smart Growth: Concepts section, definitions of smart growth are 
explored and the reason for using the Smart Growth Network/Environmental 
Protection Agency's 10 Criteria for Smart Growth as the template for the survey of 
southeastern Dallas County suburban development network is explained. I also 
discuss the interjurisdictional nature of smart growth issues. 
Second, in the Smart Growth: Opportunities section, I address the 
characteristics of the suburban development network along with methods at the 
local, interjurisdictional, and state levels that public managers and planners can 
employ to better control the development process and implement smart growth. I 
also address the legal basis for smart growth, particularly at the local level. 
Understanding the legal context in which growth occurs in the study area is 
important. These basic legal facts create a highly competitive relationship between 
governments in which growth takes place. By understanding points of consensus 
the competitive nature of these interactions could be reduced. Interactions could be 
focused more on issues for improving the overall character and standard of living in 
the entire study area. 
In Chapter Three, I describe the research methods beginning with the 
research question. How do members of the suburban development network in 
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southeastern Dallas County rank smart growth principles in terms of importance? 
Then I identify and characterize the study area and research population in detail. 
Through an overview of southeastern Dallas County I make a strong case for some 
form of growth management planning in the region. Dramatic population and 
economic changes have taken place there over the last two decades. 
The survey population consisted of leaders in the study area initially 
identified by the Greater Dallas County Development Alliance. In an analogy to 
urban regime theory, I propose that the relationship between public and private 
actors could constitute a "suburban development network." As urban regime 
theory would predict for urban contexts, elected officials are influenced by the 
opinions of stakeholders. These survey participants were selected to reflect the 
informal networks of important stakeholders. 
The research methods chapter then describes the survey, which was a 
ranking exercise mailed to participants, and discusses the data analysis. In the data 
analysis trends were found in the mean scores of respondents that led to a hierarchy 
of smart growth criteria in terms of overall preference. The smart growth criteria of 
"foster distinctive, attractive communities with a strong sense of place," "encourage 
community and stakeholder collaboration," and "make development decisions 
predictable, fair and cost effective," were the highest rated criteria in terms of 
13 
respondent preference. Some groups within the sample, particularly realtors, varied 
somewhat from the overall ranking and this is discussed as well as a few small 
variances between groups from different geographic locations. 
In Chapter Four, I draw conclusions and make some recommendations, 
beginning with an outline of the smart growth preferences that were identified as 
being the most important to the development network in southeastern Dallas 
County. Then I identify several of the shortcomings of this research project that 
were discovered along the way. These included the over-reliance on one source 
when creating the survey sample as well as inadequacies with the survey itself. 
Care should be taken to avoid extrapolating additional meaning from the 
survey results beyond a rough idea of which smart growth issues are more popular 
among survey participants. However, whatever policy decisions are made 
regarding smart growth, the real challenge to planners and public managers is 
implementing these changes in light of the political realities of the study area. I 
address this challenge by suggesting that the decision-making process should move 
from its current decentralized status, which is reliant upon informal networks of 
stakeholders and policy-makers, toward a more formalized and centralized process 
that acknowledges the importance of private interests in land use decisions but also 
increases transparency and public participation. 
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Chapter Two 
Review of Literature 
15 
Smart Growth: Concepts 
What is smart growth? Many scholars and practitioners have written 
definitions of this sometimes elusive term. Often the definition of smart growth 
varies from stakeholder to stakeholder and reflects their personal views and 
circumstances. For example, environmental groups may place more emphasis on 
open space preservation, whereas economic development groups may favor a smart 
growth strategy that promotes more sustainable economic growth. 
Although the details of smart growth vary from definition to definition (see 
Figure 2.1 below) there are certain themes that are common to most smart growth 
definitions (Weitz, 2003). These themes include the concept of continued economic 
development, maximization of social capital and equity, efficiency in infrastructure 
use, and environmental protection. Furthermore, problems within these smart 
growth themes tend to be interjurisdictional. Also, the complexity, uncertainty, and 
contested nature of smart growth problems make them "wicked problems." Each of 
these themes will be described in more depth below. 
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Figure 2.1 Selected Smart Growth Definitions 
'"Smart Growth' is the new label given to the efforts in battling sprawl. Smart growth reduces 
the consumption of land for roads, houses, and commercial buildings by channeling 
development to areas with existing infrastructure. It centers growth around urban and older 
suburban areas and preserves green space, wetlands, and farmland. Smart growth's goal is to 
reap the benefits of growth and development, such as jobs, tax revenues, and other amenities, 
while limiting the disasters of growth, such as degradation of the environment, escalation of 
local taxes, and worsening traffic congestions." 
-Robert H. Freilich author, From Sprawl to Smart Growth (1999) p. 32 
"Smart growth describes the application of the sustainable development concept to land use 
issues. Smart growth means smart management of resources in both growing and declining 
communities. Smart growth, like sustainable development, is fiscally prudent and 
environmentally, economically and socially sound while enhancing the choices people have for 
housing, jobs, recreation and transportation. The long-term needs of people, business and the 
environment ultimately define what is smart growth and sustainable and what is not." 
-Minnesota Environmental Quality Board [online], 2005 
"Smart growth is development that serves the economy, community, and the environment. It 
provides a framework for communities to make informed decisions about how and where they 
grow. Smart growth makes it possible for communities to grow in ways that support economic 
development and jobs; create strong neighborhoods with a range of housing, commercial, and 
transportation options; and achieve healthy communities that provide families with a clean 
environment." 
- Smart Growth Network authors, Getting to Smart Growth: 100 Policies For 
Implementation (2002) p. i 
The first of the smart growth themes is continued economic development. 
Smart growth is not "no growth" (Anderson, 1998). On the contrary, smart growth 
encourages growth in ways that are economically sustainable. Similarly, just 
because a community is not growing does not mean that it is practicing smart 
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growth. Smart growth encourages economic development in fields that conserve 
natural resources. 
Another major theme within smart growth is that smart growth maximizes 
social capital and equity (Porter, 2002). Social capital refers to the networks of social 
trust built into a society. High levels of social capital encourage social interaction 
and create avenues for collective action (Sirianni, 1997). Robert Putnam, in his book 
Bowling Alone: The Collapse and Revival of American Community (2000), 
popularized the concept that since the 1950s American social capital has been on the 
decline with fewer individuals joining organizations, visiting friends, or generally 
building up social capital through interaction. James Howard Kunstler, in his book 
Geography of Nowhere (1993), also noted this decline and attributed it to the 
physical characteristics of post World War II neighborhood construction. The 
suburban style popular during this period has emphasized single-family detached 
homes and a reliance on the automobile for transportation that limits social 
interaction and contributes to the erosion of social capital. 
Smart growth seeks to reverse this trend by once again focusing development 
on a human, rather than an automobile, scale. Using neighborhood and building 
design as one tool, smart growth advocates seek to increase the sense of community 
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in neighborhoods and in this way reduce crime, increase volunteerism, and in 
general build social capital (Smart Growth Network, 2002). 
While building social capital and more livable communities, smart growth 
proponents also seek to increase equity within the community. Often, development 
decisions are made by a small set of individuals and tend to cater toward the needs 
of a particular group. Land use decisions in the past have tended to move those 
with resources out of the central cities, thereby concentrating poverty and wealth in 
specific zones (Jargowsky, 2002). Smart growth is not just for the affluent. It offers a 
comprehensive approach to growth management that invests heavily in 
rejuvenating existing neighborhoods and providing a range of housing and other 
opportunities for more than just those who can afford them (Benfield, 2001). 
Another theme that is consistent throughout smart growth literature is that 
smart growth makes efficient use of infrastructure. Smart growth channels new 
development and redevelopment toward areas with existing infrastructure capacity 
first, and encourages new construction of efficient infrastructure second (Porter, 
2002). Expanding new infrastructure, such as roads, sanitary sewer, water, and 
fiber optics into undeveloped land is very expensive. At the same time many urban 
areas have an excess of such services within their core developed areas such as 
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downtown districts or older industrial sites. By utilizing these current resources 
development costs can be reduced. 
In cases where it is not possible to use existing infrastructure, smart growth 
would advocate that the new services that are installed should be the most efficient 
possible. For example, leapfrog development-where development stretches out 
along a corridor, usually a major highway-is inherently inefficient because utilities 
must be extended farther and farther along the corridor as new development is put 
in place. Smart growth, on the other hand, would encourage development in phases 
whereby areas closer to the infrastructure source are built out first and only when 
load limits are met is development then allowed to go farther out (Lindstrom, 2002). 
Finally, smart growth encourages environmental protection. One of the 
major tenets of smart growth is the preservation of open space. Open space includes 
farmland, forests, parks, and "wild" spaces that provide important habitats for 
plants and wildlife and perform other vital environmental functions. 
Characteristically, urban sprawl devours open space at an alarming rate. Many of 
our land use laws, such as large parking requirements and large lot residential 
zoning have encouraged the expansion of urbanization into the surrounding natural 
habitat (Templeton, 2002). Likewise, the current popular vision of the American 
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dream - every family with its own large house and manicured acres of lawn - has 
fueled the insatiable appetite for the development of "new" land (Kunstler, 1993). 
Smart growth not only encourages preservation of open space, but also looks 
to reduce the impacts that development has on the environment. Even if open space 
is protected from development it still faces challenges from runoff, light pollution, 
acid rain, and other damage from poor environmental practices. Smart growth 
reverses the trend of viewing natural resources and the environment as commodities 
to be used up, and replaces that view with an understanding that natural resources 
and the ecological capacities of the environment are finite. Our land use decisions 
have a major impact upon sustainability (Cieslewicz, 2002). 
With these four themes in mind - continued economic development, 
maximization of social capital and equity, efficiency in infrastructure use, and 
environmental protection-a set of smart growth criteria had to be selected in order 
to provide benchmarks to measure the smart growth perceptions of decision-makers 
in southeastern Dallas County. These criteria had to cover the broad range of 
themes inherent in smart growth, but at the same time, be specific enough so that 
each was not necessarily inclusive of another. 
The Smart Growth Network/Environmental Protection Agency's 10 Criteria 
for Smart Growth provide the necessary specific criteria that also address the four 
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main themes found throughout most smart growth literature. The Smart Growth 
Network is an organization formed by the Environmental Protection Agency in 
partnership with various environmental groups, historic preservation organizations, 
professional organizations, developers, as well as state and local governments to 
increase awareness of smart growth issues (Smart Growth Network, n.d.). The ten 
criteria (see Figure 2.2 below) provide both a template for identifying smart growth 
and also help steer smart growth policy-making. 
Figure 2.2 Smart Growth Network/EPA 10 Criteria.for Smart Growth 
1. Create a Range of Housing Opportunities and Choices 
2. Create Walkable Neighborhoods 
3. Encourage Community and Stakeholder Collaboration 
4. Foster Distinctive, Attractive Communities with a Strong Sense of 
Place 
5. Make Development Decisions Predictable, Fair and Cost Effective 
6. Mix Land Uses 
7. Preserve Open Space, Farmland, Natural Beauty and Critical 
Environmental Areas 
8. Provide a Variety of Transportation Choices 
9. Strengthen and Direct Development toward Existing Communities 
10. Take Advantage of Compact Building Design 
(Smart Growth Network, n.d.) 
Aside from the planning aspects of smart growth, two other attributes of 
smart growth, which are more relevant to public managers must be addresses-its 
interjurisdictional nature and the "wickedness" of its problems. Although these ten 
smart growth criteria can act as a guide to what smart growth is and aid in 
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identifying smart growth preferences among decision-makers, any smart growth 
policies and practices that conform to this or any other definition of smart growth 
must take into account the interjurisdictional and "wicked" nature of smart growth 
problems. 
In an area like southeastern Dallas County and western Polk County, Iowa, 
where nine municipalities and two counties vie for their share of development in a 
rapidly expanding metropolitan area, the interjurisdictional cooperation necessary 
to implement smart growth is daunting. 
Smart growth should address a wide range of issues including: pollution, 
traffic congestion, poor infrastructure, social isolation, open space loss, and 
suburban sprawl. This overlap of issues makes smart growth problems "wicked 
problems," meaning that there are no simple solutions to any of these problems 
since they are complexly interrelated with other issues (Rittel and Webber, 1973). 
Also, these problems-along with the many others that society creates-tend to 
have a nasty habit of crossing the political-jurisdictional boundaries into which the 
country is divided. To complicate matters even further, we as a nation have decided 
that we want overlapping types of jurisdictions, thereby creating different levels of 
authority and responsibility for the same piece of land (Christensen, 1999). Smart 
growth must operate in this arena. 
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Two examples that illustrate the complex nature of smart growth issues as 
they relate to public managers are property taxes and schools. Consider the 
important influence that an urban center, such as downtown Des Moines, Iowa 
exerts on its suburban communities, and they at the same time exert on it. Many of 
the residents of the suburban ring work in Des Moines or at least derive some 
economic benefit from being close to the urban center. They also use the urban 
center's social and recreational facilities, many of them operated by the City of Des 
Moines or otherwise subsidized by tax dollars generated from Des Moines residents. 
Because these services are funded largely through property taxes from a single 
jurisdiction, the residents of Des Moines therefore have to carry a higher burden for 
maintaining this infrastructure that, in many ways, is used by both the urban and 
suburban communities. 
This higher tax burden then contributes to the out-migration of residents 
from the urban core to the suburban fringe and discourages other residents from 
locating into the urban core in the first place. Urban schools then begin to see an 
increase of students from families that have become concentrated in the urban core 
because they lack the means to relocate to the suburban fringe or because they 
otherwise rely on the close support system available in the urban core. These 
families include immigrants, minorities, and the poor (Benfield, 2001). Race 
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tensions, overworked teachers, large class sizes, and a host of other problems at 
some urban schools-or at least the perception thereof-drives even more families 
who are able to relocate out into suburban areas. This in turn lowers the number of 
taxpayers in the urban core and drives up the tax burden of those who remain. This 
process fuels the cycle and helps contribute to sprawl (Dye and McGuire, 2002). 
In light of all these problems that stem from just two issues that contribute to 
the cycle of sprawl, what could one political jurisdiction do to stem the tide? Could 
the city of Des Moines arbitrarily halt out-migration to the suburbs? Could 
suburban communities survive without an urban core? Can urban schools be 
improved and given more funding without the help of the Legislature? The answer 
to these questions and more are that no single political jurisdiction alone can solve 
the problems of sprawl and implement smart growth. Smart growth planning can 
not take place in isolation. It can neither include only one group of citizens nor only 
one political jurisdiction (Redwood, 1998). 
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Smart Growth: Opportunities 
The interjurisdictional nature of suburban growth in the study area places 
special strain on the local governments that seek to manage and control that growth. 
Local governments have control over their own jurisdictions, however, development 
interests are able to cross jurisdictional boundaries to seek out conditions that are 
the most profitable or otherwise in line with their plans. In their current state of 
decentralization, local governments in the study area compete against each other in 
order to attract development. If smart growth, or any other type of 
interjurisdictional planning or coordination, is to be implemented in the study area a 
higher level of cooperation between governments is necessary. 
The elected city councils and county supervisors, with the advice of their 
staffs and boards, create land use policy for the study area. However, they do not 
conduct their business in isolation. They are a part of a suburban development 
network that incorporates not only the elected bodies with formal access to power 
but an informal coalition of interests that have access to and influence on the 
decisions of the policymakers. This is similar to an urban regime where informal 
networks actively influence those in official positions of power (Stone, 1989), but 
differs from the urban regime in that the informal network here is in many ways 
more organized and powerful than the elected bodies that make policy (Stone, 1989). 
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Interviews conducted at the outset of this research with local government officials 
indicated that the acceptance of policy by development interests was as important-
if not more important-to its success than its support from within local government. 
Figure 2.3 below illustrates how in the absence of formal collaborative efforts 
between local governments, development interests bridge the gap between the land 
use policies of different local governments. 
Figure 2.3 The Suburban Development Network 
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Who is included in this network? It is not a forgone conclusion that 
development interests should connect the space between individuals with official 
power over land use decisions. A review of the occupations of city council members 
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in the study area offers some insight into this question. The citizens of West Des 
Moines are represented at their city hall by the director of the Iowa Division of 
Criminal Investigation, a retired banker, a senior vice president at an information 
technology company, an owner of a manufacturing business, a certified financial 
planner, and a vice president of a business publications company (City of West Des 
Moines [ online ], 2005). The citizens of Clive are represented by a law professor, two 
attorneys, the director of public affairs for a credit card company, and the district 
sales manager for a truck manufacturer (City of Clive Online [ online ], 2005). These 
are a few examples of the close relationship between city halls in the study area and 
the local business community. 
The fact that business interests are strongly represented on local councils does 
not mean that these individuals do not listen to or represent views from outside of 
the business community. However, the relationships and networks that these 
elected officials have developed in their private practices give members of the 
business community ready access to their friends and colleagues who fill elected 
posts. Although not excluded from the political process, anti-business or anti-
development groups often have a more difficult time gaining access and influence 
with those in official positions and direct influence over the land use policy-making 
process (DeLeon, 1992). 
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In southeastern Dallas County the formal decision-makers-the elected 
councils-and the informally linked stakeholders-the development community-
make up the suburban development network that makes and implements policy 
decisions. In order to increase the likelihood that any particular issue, such as smart 
growth, becomes public policy in more than one community the cooperation of the 
informal suburban network would be necessary. Using the analogy of the urban 
regime where public officials must cooperate with influential stakeholders (Stone, 
1989), suburban public officials would need to cooperate with the informal suburban 
network to allow smart growth to become effective public policy in any one or more 
suburban jurisdictions. 
One major flaw with having informal networks intimately involved with 
creating land use policy is that it reduces the effectiveness of local government 
actions and does not have the level of oversight and transparency that would be 
associated with formal government entities. Figure 2.4 below illustrates the 
continuum of interjurisdictional collaboration that exists between the decentralized 
conditions in which the communities in the study area currently operate at one 
extreme through varying degrees of collaboration until governments actually merge 
at the other extreme. At each step along the continuum the powers of the public 
manager to manage the interaction of the informal networks with the public policy-
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making process increases as these informal relationships are replaced with public-
private partnerships. 
Figure 2.4 Continuum of Interjurisdictional Collaboration 
No 
Collaboration, 
Very Informal 
Relationships 
Individual Council Action 
J 
Advisory 
Bodies 
Interjurisdictional 
Competition 
28E Agreements 
t 
Partnerships 
28H 
t 
Councils of 
Government 
State Incentives 
t 
Very 
Collaborative, 
Formal 
Relationships 
State Mandates 
State and Regional 
Planning 
Interjurisdictional 
Merger 
Along this continuum communities can experience different levels of 
collaboration. There are also different tools available to policy-makers at different 
points along the continuum. These vary from individual actions that city councils 
can take on their own to statewide actions mandated by the legislature. The 
following pages detail tools for smart growth implementation that progressively 
move from decentralized and independent actions by cities, to interjurisdictional 
cooperation based on both formal and informal agreements, on up to more 
formalized, statewide measures. 
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Local Support of Smart Growth 
There are four recurring themes in smart growth: continued economic 
development, maximization of social capital and equity, efficient infrastructure use, 
and environmental protection. To achieve these goals there are several methods that 
communities employ to implement smart growth. Juergensmeyer, in Land Use 
Planning and Development Regulation Law, identifies four. These include: phased 
development, population caps, urban growth boundaries, and concurrency 
requirements. However, after these he lists moratoria, capital improvement 
planning, infrastructure finance, required dedications, impact fees, and transfers of 
development rights as additional methods for smart growth (Juergensmeyer, 2003). 
Gitelman adds cluster zoning, environmental impact review, performance zoning, 
planned unit development zoning, and traditional neighborhood districts to the mix 
(Gitelman, 2004). However, one could argue that almost all the myriad of smart 
growth planning methods fit into one of Juergensmeyer's four original 
methodological groups. 
Juergenmeyer' s first method, phased development, is what the city of 
Ramapo, New York implemented in 1969-and repealed due to a change in 
administration in 1983-as a way of limiting growth based upon a point system 
31 
linked to annual limits on growth that were in turn linked to the capital 
improvements plan (Freilich, 1999). 
Population caps are just that-a regulatory limit on population set by a 
community. Boca Raton, Florida and Petaluma, California both enacted regulations 
on the total populations for their cities, although Petaluma' s regulation also tied 
their population cap to a specific time frame of five years. 
Urban growth boundaries create geographic areas where urban growth is 
allowed and restrict urban growth outside of these zones (Juergensmeyer, 2003). 
Oregon adopted urban growth boundaries in 1973 (Sullivan, 2001). 
Concurrency requirements only allow growth to occur when the appropriate 
public improvements are in place and are very similar to the Ramapo method of 
phased development. However, they differ in that they do not set specific caps on 
growth; instead they allow growth to occur as long as infrastructure and service 
needs are met beforehand (Juergensmeyer, 2003). 
Of course, there have been legal challenges to these approaches. Developers 
and investors, like all people, do not like being told that they can not do something. 
Springing from this there are several complaints that challengers have against smart 
growth policies, such as issues of local authority, illegal takings, issues of due 
process, and equal protection (Gitelman, 2004 and Juergensmeyer, 2003). 
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Perhaps the most famous and influential legal challenge was to the Ramapo 
phased development ordinance. In Golden v. Planning Board of Town of Ramapo, a 
developer, Golden and Ramapo Improvement Corp., sued to have the phased 
development ordinance removed because they contended that: 
1.) The state had not given the city the power to phase development 
2.) The ordinance had not been adopted in accordance with a comprehensive 
plan as required by state law 
3.) The ordinance violated the developer's right to not have property taken 
for a public purpose without just compensation (Freilich, 1999). 
The New York Court of Appeals ruled against the developer in the Ramapo 
case and in doing so helped legitimize smart growth laws. In particular, the case 
resolved for now whether or not smart growth laws such as Ramapo' s can be 
authorized under state law. The court said that the New York planning enabling 
legislation, granted the city the appropriate zoning authority that-although it does 
not expressly mention phased development-would allow for phased development. 
Likewise, the challenge that the ordinance did not comply with a comprehensive 
plan was defeated by the fact that Ramapo did have a comprehensive plan and that 
the phased development ordinance-again not expressly mentioned in the plan-
was in keeping with the goals of that plan. 
These two issues established Ramapo' s authority to manage growth in its 
chosen way. The third issue, unlawful takings, was overcome because Ramapo's 
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ordinance was phased over eighteen years and land that was restricted from 
development at one point in time would become developable in the future. The test 
that the court established for takings in such cases was "reasonable use over a 
reasonable period of time" determined in conjunction with the comprehensive plan 
(Freilich, 1999). As most states' planning enabling acts are similar, Ramapo is viewed 
as a nationally influential decision. 
The due process and equal protection challenges to smart growth plans were 
addressed in the case of Construction Industry Association of Sonoma County v. City of 
Petaluma. In this case, Petaluma, California's population cap ordinance was 
challenged on the grounds that the city's program of limiting the number of housing 
permits it issued annually was an exclusionary zoning practice that denied citizens 
of the opportunity to relocate to the town. The Ninth Circuit U.S. Court of Appeals 
ruled in favor of the city and held that the city's growth management plan did not 
violate the equal protection and due process rights of potential residents who had 
been turned away because the city was exercising its legitimate right to preserve its 
town character and welfare (Gitelman, 2004). 
Although a strong base establishing the legitimacy of smart growth laws has 
been laid, legal challenges to smart growth laws are not over. Since many smart 
growth laws require municipalities to classify landowners-such as those inside or 
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outside urban growth boundaries-more challenges could result under the equal 
protection clause of the Constitution. In Village of Willowbrook v. Olech rhe Supreme 
Court ruled in 2000 that a property owner can challenge a municipal land use 
regulation that imposes an obligation on one individual in return for a public benefit 
whose cost is not shared by other similarly situated individuals (Halloway and Guy, 
2001). 
How do these legal rulings impact the role of the public manager? Law is just 
one means toward an end-that end being a public land use policy. Knowing the 
legal context is only one part of the issue for managers. The role of the public 
manager in the jurisdictions involved in the study area is a multi-faceted one. As 
has already been mentioned, five of the nine municipalities in southeastern Dallas 
County lack a professional planning staff. The city administrator, manager, or clerk 
in these communities performs both the technical functions that a planning staff 
would perform as well as the administrative functions that the head of a community 
development or planning department would oversee. The legal context of smart 
growth, therefore, is important to the public manager because they as generalists 
will be called upon to advise their elected decision-makers on matters of policy 
(Getzels and Thurow, 1982). 
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It is therefore critical for the public manager, especially one who is also 
performing the role of planner to keep up-to-date on the legal support behind smart 
growth policies adopted by other communities. As Ramapo and other cases have 
shown, it is within a municipality's authority to regulate growth. When confronted 
with challenges to any new smart growth policies, a public manager must weigh the 
legal tests that have already been established. The manager must determine 
whether or not a policy is within the jurisdiction's local authority. S/he must also 
evaluate whether a policy raises issues of illegal takings, violation of due process, or 
equal protection. 
All states can claim to support growth management programs because all 
states have legislation enabling planning and zoning. However, many states, like 
Iowa, have not substantially updated their planning and zoning legislation since the 
1920s (Cobb, 1998). This leaves a heavy burden on local governments that wish to 
implement smart growth. Absent of explicit state support for smart growth issues, 
local governments must create their own rules and support networks in order to 
collaborate effectively and avoid piecemeal and ineffective half-steps. In 
southeastern Dallas County and western Polk County in Iowa, smart growth 
implementation steps taken by just one or a few municipalities could lead to a shift 
in development from the communities that have a smart growth plan to the 
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communities that do not-perhaps discouraging the remaining communities from 
implementing their own smart growth plans. 
Interjurisdictional Support of Smart Growth 
Much of the literature about collaboration in planning involves government 
and citizen cooperation, not the government-government-citizens cooperation 
necessary for smart growth (Salkin, 1998). Iowa, however, has a set of tools that are 
available to governments that have achieved that first step, which is deciding that 
smart growth is a priority for their communities. These tools both come from the 
Iowa Code and refer to their chapter numbers within the code-28H councils of 
government and 28E agreements (State of Iowa, 28E and 28H Iowa Code, 2005). 
Up until now 28H councils of government have been utilized primarily for 
regional transportation planning, public transit provision to rural areas, and 
administration of housing programs (Iowa Association of Regional Councils 
[ online ], 2005) However, the Iowa Code allows them much greater latitude of 
operation than most currently utilize. 
Councils of government are authorized to provide regional planning 
assistance to their member governments. They are also authorized to draft a 
regional plan that includes, but is not limited to; regional infrastructure, labor 
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supply, cultural and fine arts activities, housing, health care, natural resources, 
conservation, recreational facilities, and regional development opportunities. 28H 
groups are also authorized to coordinate regional service delivery with local, state, 
and federal agencies. In 28H councils of government the tools are available for 
communities that wish to coordinate their smart growth efforts and make them truly 
effective. 
Although the legal ability exists within councils of government for local 
political leaders to create regional planning structures, doing so is a challenge. A 
recurring theme in this thesis is that one of the barriers toward cooperation between 
elected officials and public managers from different jurisdictions in southeastern 
Dallas County is the disparate size and resources available to each municipality. 
Public managers could work to overcome this barrier by seeking out and utilizing 
the informal connections that cross jurisdictional lines. If the ability for formal 
organizations, such as city councils, to coordinate their efforts is minimal, then 
managers should seek to capitalize on the interjurisdictional linkages that could be 
created by bringing the private stakeholders into the formal decision-making 
process. 
Such groups could consist of representatives from local government and 
business as well as the general public. Since they would include individuals from 
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multiple political jurisdictions, their recommendations would then be taken back to 
local governments for implementation. The Greater Dallas County Development 
Alliance's smart growth committee resembled this form. However, an important 
difference lies in the fact that it did not include members of networks that extend 
beyond the formal offices of government (O'Toole, 1997). 
Implementing the recommendations of any interjurisdictional planning 
group would be facilitated by Iowa's intergovernmental contracting law-28E. 28E 
agreements allow local governments to enter into binding agreements with one 
another to coordinate and/or share services and facilities. Under 28E agreements the 
local governments do not give up their sovereignty, however, they may jointly 
exercise power within the agreement. 
28E agreements have been used broadly in Iowa and the law itself states that 
its provisions should be liberally construed so as to allow communities to cooperate 
in ways that are efficient and mutually beneficial. Currently, some communities 
have used 28E agreements to unify law enforcement and emergency services 
operations-such as the Westcom 28E agreement for 911 services between West Des 
Moines, Clive, and Urbandale that creates a joint dispatching center for the three 
communities. (Clive, Urbandale, and West Des Moines, Iowa, 2000). Other 
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communities use 28E agreements for joint provision of municipal services as well as 
joint bond issuance for shared projects (Borich et al, 1998). 
28E agreements could find their place in smart growth planning by allowing 
cities and counties to create joint planning departments and staffs to help coordinate 
planning for their governments. Such organizations could help bridge the gap in 
planning that currently exists between political jurisdictions. Although 
communities must interact with each other when their annexations begin to come 
close or conflict, they are otherwise able to continue planning in isolation. Using 
contracts such as 28E agreements allows public managers to formalize their 
intergovernmental interactions and thereby increase accountability and create 
ground rules for the conduct and maintenance of such relationships (Agranoff and 
McGuire, 2003) 
Governments often cooperate with each other. Iowa cities regularly share 
emergency services, schools, water services, and a host of other functions and 
services of government. However, Iowa cities are also highly independent and all 
share the same legal authority to plan and zone (State of Iowa, 414.23 Iowa Code, 
2004). Unfortunately, this equal legal authority does not come with equal resources 
for planning review, drafting, or implementation. Complicating matters in 
southeastern Dallas County and western Polk County is the lack of any type of 
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overarching council of government or planning authority that could serve as a 
catalyst for consensus and implementation of smart growth in the area in question. 
From the broader perspective Iowa lacks the types of planning legislation that have 
made smart growth an important issue and perhaps an attainable reality in other 
states such as Oregon and Washington as well as in areas closer to home, such as 
Minnesota and Wisconsin. 
Why then don't cities band together to combat the problems of sprawl? One 
important contributing factor to the reiuctance of cities to work together on smart 
growth planning issues is the fear that in the process they will lose some of their 
planning authority. Since the beginning of Euclidian zoning, the power to zone has 
been delegated to individual communities, and it is a powerful tool that 
communities as disparate as Des Moines (population 198,688 ) and De Soto 
(population 1,016) can exercise with equal authority. The desire to maintain that 
level of land use control and maintain the status quo is strong. As one author has 
written, 
"A key reason for this reluctance to pursue regional alternatives is that local 
land-use control remains the security blanket for urbanites and exurbanites 
who seek to control the pattern of development typified by the single-family 
homes in which such persons live" (Buchsbaum, 2001, p. 236). 
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Along with the desire for continued local control, another reason that local 
jurisdictions often don't work together on smart growth is that they lack the 
resources to do so. An interesting feature of the many small towns around the city 
of Des Moines is that most rely on very small city staffs for their governance. 
Typically, they rely on a city clerk for all administrative functions and part-time 
elected officials for policy decision-making (Iowa League of Cities [online], 2004). 
They simply do not have the resources to hire professional planning staffs, and 
therefore their ability to participate in any type of cooperative effort with the larger, 
more urban suburbs and Des Moines is severely limited. All too often what cities 
are able to accomplish are small-scale incremental growth management steps. They 
are unable to create the comprehensive programs necessary for smart growth 
(Sullivan, 2001). 
State Support of Smart Growth 
In many cases state governments have stepped up to bridge the gap between 
communities when it comes to smart growth planning and implementation. States 
do this in a number of ways including: defining and mandating smart growth, 
legislating comprehensive plan elements, creating incentives and/or penalties for 
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smart growth and comprehensive planning, and providing planning assistance to 
communities. 
Perhaps the strongest form of state backing of smart growth is when states 
adopt legislation defining and mandating smart growth practices for their 
municipalities. In his review of state planning legislation, Cobb (1998) noted that 
fifteen states had mandated comprehensive planning laws and a further twenty five 
states had made comprehensive planning conditionally mandatory. As new 
comprehensive planning laws in Wisconsin, Illinois, and Minnesota have been 
passed since 1998, I presume that his figures now need some adjusting, but they 
convey the idea that legislated planning power varies considerably by state. 
Wisconsin passed its smart growth legislation in 1999 and updated it in 2001. 
The law requires that all government bodies that engage in land use planning (i.e. 
counties and cities) adopt comprehensive plans that meet state smart growth policy 
goals. Governments that adopt approved comprehensive plans become eligible for 
state planning assistance and smart growth grant programs. The law also mandates 
that communities with more than 12,500 people adopt a model traditional 
neighborhood ordinance. These requirements must all be met before 2010 in order 
to be in compliance with the law (Yajnik, 2004). 
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From a public manager's perspective, the Wisconsin smart growth law takes 
the decision about whether or not to implement smart growth planning from the 
local elected bodies and places that responsibility with the state legislature. This is a 
mandated change to local planning practices. Communities may not opt out of the 
requirements. Managers have responded to this mandate by sharing information on 
methods for meeting the state planning requirements. They have also turned to 
professional groups and academic resources for advice on plan development and 
implementation. The League of Wisconsin Municipalities has created numerous 
handbooks and policy reviews to help its members through this process (League of 
Wisconsin Municipalities [ online ], 2005) 
Smart growth laws like the one passed in Wisconsin also increase the power 
of regional organizations. The Wisconsin law not only takes the onus for developing 
smart growth policy away from the local manager and elected officials; it also 
mandates that new city plans must not conflict with county and regional plans. This 
changes the political dynamic and places more power in the hands of regional 
councils such as county boards and regional planning commissions. In order to be 
active in change, a local public manager must not only be attuned to the local 
political situation but must be prepared to operate even more effectively at higher 
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levels of government (Southeastern Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission, 
2004). 
Other states, like Minnesota, not only provide comprehensive plan guidance, 
but also have strong financial incentives that make adopting smart growth policies 
as part of development plans a top priority for municipalities. In the Minnesota 
system, the Minnesota Department of Planning created a set of smart growth criteria 
by which all infrastructure bonding requests must be ranked. In this way, if a 
community wishes to use a bond to help pay for a community infrastructure project 
that creates new development it would have to first ensure that it met smart growth 
criteria before the state would approve the bonding measure. This creates a funnel 
for infrastructure projects that is intended to only allow projects that meet the state's 
standards for smart growth (Minnesota Planning [online], 2004). To be politically 
palatable, this system incorporates very vague smart growth language which a 
skilled bond proposal writer might be able to meet regardless of the nature of the 
project. 
This highlights a major problem with state mandated comprehensive 
planning and smart growth implementation; for some communities, the 
administration of the programs may be more of a burden than a blessing. In the 
Minnesota example, although the state has produced materials on the smart growth 
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bonding criteria that are available for communities to use when writing their 
requests, it is reasonable to assume that smaller municipalities without staff trained 
in planning, or the resources to hire an outside consultant, would be at a perpetual 
disadvantage to communities with such resources to write their bond requests. 
Rather than removing the political decision to adopt smart growth planning 
policies from the local level, as is the case with the Wisconsin law, Minnesota's smart 
growth bonding criteria place an increased political burden upon local elected 
bodies to decide whether or not they will utilize the legislation and tailor projects to 
comply to the smart growth provisions, or whether they will seek alternative 
sources of revenue and not adopt smart growth measures into their plans. 
Managers must gauge the views of their elected bodies and plan accordingly. 
Illinois has attempted to avoid this problem in its smart growth legislation 
that finally passed in 2001-after 16 years in the legislature. One of the key 
objections that had been stalling the bill was brought by the Illinois Homebuilders 
Association, which contested the distinction as to whether or not the bill was state 
mandated uniform planning, or whether it retained local planning control with 
statewide guidelines and planning assistance. The Homebuilders Association 
preferred the latter and with such language added the bill eventually became law. 
The bill has created a commission underneath the state Department of Commerce 
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and Community Affairs that sets statewide goals for smart growth and provides 
planning assistance to communities to help them achieve these goals (Sulkin, 2002). 
Outside of the legislature, states have certain powers to aid smart growth 
planning and implementation. In particular, states can utilize their authority to 
adopt administrative rules and issue executive orders that promote smart growth. 
Such steps could lead to discontent-to put it mildly-among smart growth 
opponents in state legislatures. However, such actions can lead to an increase in 
intergovernmental relations that in turn help facilitate smart growth (Porter, 1998). 
One of the first steps that communities must undertake to collaborate and 
implement smart growth successfully is to decide whether or not they really want to 
do it. They must answer a number of questions including: 
Is there support in the community for such measures? 
Who are the decision-makers and stakeholders that should be involved? 
What does smart growth mean for my community? 
Once the conversation has begun about smart growth, cleavages in the 
community may be uncovered and aggravated by the process. "Various 
stakeholders will debate and propose varying, often conflicting, definitions and 
principles for smart growth, which the local governing body will then need to 
reconcile in determining growth policy" (Weitz and Waldner, 2002, p. 7). 
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The following chapter seeks to address two of these questions. First, it 
identifies the members of the suburban development network that influence land 
use policy in southeastern Dallas County. Then, it asks those individuals about their 
preferences in terms of the smart growth principles that were identified in this 
chapter. 
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Chapter Three 
Research Methods 
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Research Question 
The purpose of this research is to answer the question, "How do members of 
the suburban development network in southeastern Dallas County rank smart 
growth principles in terms of importance?" In order to address this question the 
study area must be defined and the members of the network identified. Behind this 
research question is the hypothesis that there are measurable patterns in the way 
network members rank a set of smart growth criteria. If some criteria are 
consistently preferred over others, these may serve as a good starting point for 
dialogue and progress toward smart growth in the study area. 
Rather than broadly asking survey participants "what do you think are 
important smart growth issues for the study area?" -which may have elicited any 
number of responses, including no response at all-it was decided to create a 
relatively closed ended question by asking the participants to rank a set of criteria so 
that generalization of the data would be more possible (Creswell, 2003). In this case 
the information was made quantifiable by limiting the number of responses that 
were available to participants so that they had to pick from the predetermined list. 
If there were no patterns in the way that network members ranked the smart 
growth criteria then an analysis of the mean for each criterion would show that most 
of the means would be clustered around the same point. A scenario for such a 
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random occurrence is displayed in Table 3.1 below. However, if there is a pattern to 
the way network members rank the criteria, i.e. there are criteria that on a whole are 
favored by more respondents than others, there would be noticeable differences in 
the mean scores for each criterion. Table 3.2 below demonstrates how such trends 
would be displayed graphically. As will be seen in this chapter, there were certain 
identifiable trends to the responses by survey participants. 
Table 3.1 No Participant Preference Table 3.2 Participant Preference 
10 10 
9 9 
8 8 
7 7 
6 6 
5 j-Series1j 5 j-Series1j 
~ 
-4 4 
3 3 
2 2 
1 1 
0 0 
2 3 4 5 6 2 3 4 5 6 
The chapter that follows identifies the study area and the survey participants. 
It also describes the data collection method-a mail survey-and analyses the data 
that was returned. The responses of individuals in different interest groups as well 
as from different locations within the study area were tracked and their responses 
relative to the overall trends are discussed. 
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The Study Area 
For most of its history Dallas County could have been described as a typical 
Iowa county. Its economy and social structure was rooted in agriculture and the 
industries necessary to support a farm economy. Dallas County has produced its 
share of legendary hometown heroes, such as the Heisman trophy-winning football 
legend Nile Kinnick and the major league baseball pitcher Bob Feller. However, 
Dallas County's history has diverged from the predictable path that many Iowa 
counties have taken. Specifically, Dallas County is growing. 
Growth is occurring particularly quickly in the southeastern portion of the 
county-the area that is closest to and now in many ways is intertwined with the 
Des Moines metropolitan area. This area is the focus of this study and is roughly 
bounded by Highway 44 on the North, Highway 169 on the West, the Madison 
County line on the South, and Highway 141 and Interstate 35 on the East, just across 
the Polk County line. 
The U.S. Census Bureau recorded that between 1980 and 2000 Dallas 
County's population as a whole increased by 38% (see Table 3.3 below). In the 9 
communities in the southeastern portion of the county involved in this study-Adel, 
Clive, Dallas Center, De Soto, Grimes, Urbandale, Van Meter, Waukee, West Des 
Moines-the rate of increase was even greater, at 88% over the same 20 year period. 
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(see Table 3.4 below) The overall rate of increase for the entire state of Iowa 
between 1980 and 2000 was just 0.4%. 
Table 3.3 Dallas County Population Growth: FY1980, FY1990, FY2000 
FY1980 FY1990 FY2000 %Change %Change %Change 
FY1980- FY1990- FY1980-
FY1990 FY2000 FY2000 
Dallas County 29513 29755 40750 0.82 36.95 38.07 
State of Iowa 2913808 2776831 2926324 (4.70) 5.38 0.42 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau and the Office of Social and Economic Trend Analysis, 
Iowa State University (2005) 
Table 3.4 Study Community Population Growth: FY1980, FY1990, FY2000 
FY1980 FY1990 FY2000 %Change %Change %Change 
FY1980- FY1990- FY1980-
FY1990 FY2000 FY2000 
Adel 2846 3304 3418 16.09 3.45 20.10 
Clive 6064 7462 12851 23.05 72.22 111.92 
Dallas Center 1348 1454 1621 7.86 11.49 20.25 
De Soto 1017 1025 1016 0.79 (0.88) (0.10) 
Grimes 1973 2653 5064 34.47 90.88 156.66 
Urbandale 17869 23500 29066 31.51 23.69 62.66 
Van Meter 765 759 864 (0.78) 13.83 12.94 
Waukee 2227 2512 5135 12.80 104.42 130.58 
West Des Moines 21894 31695 46300 44.77 46.08 111.47 
Total Population 56003 74364 105335 32.79 41.65 88.09 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau and the Office of Social and Economic Trend Analysis, 
Iowa State University (2005) Note: These totals include the entire populations of 
communities that lie in both Dallas and Polk counties. 
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Success stories in southeastern Dallas County are many. The influx of 
residents searching for and finding a "small town feel" close to the urban center has 
led to a building boom and rapid expansion in terms not only of population, but of 
jobs and services as well. The recent opening of the Jordan Creek Town Center in 
West Des Moines, the largest shopping center in Iowa with 2 million square feet of 
retail space, is but one example of the new additions to the economic base and 
vitality of the area. Wells Fargo Corporation is currently building a new office park 
in southeastern Dallas County that will have space for more than 3,300 workers 
(Wells Fargo [online], 2005). The city of West Des Moines, where a large amount of 
this new growth is centered, issued more than $250 million in new construction 
permits in 2003 (City of West Des Moines [online], 2005). Southeastern Dallas 
County has demonstrated that it has the ability to attract growth in many sectors. 
Cities have responded to this growth by expanding their jurisdictions to 
encompass more of the developable land. In many cases these expanding 
municipalities have bumped into each other with varying results. Figure 3.5 below 
and Figure 3.6 below visually display this growth by showing the rapid expansion 
of certain areas of Waukee, Clive, and Urbandale between 1990 and 2002. 
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Figure 3.5 Waukee Aerial Photographs 
1990 2002 
Figure 3.6 Clive/Urbandale Aerial Photographs 
1990 2002 
Source (Figure 3.5 and 3.6): Iowa Geographic Map Server, Iowa State University (2005) 
55 
This growth has not come without extensive planning or cooperation 
among the municipalities involved. In fact, a great deal of dialogue has occurred 
and continues today. Work on a coordinated plan for the area along Iowa Highway 
44 has raised awareness of the interconnectivity of the region's planning pressures. 
Also, plans for a new airport in the area have been cited by many as a possible 
catalyst for cooperative planning in southeastern Dallas County. However, even 
though cooperative efforts have been made and dialogue is fairly regular among the 
governments in the study area, there are certain difficult issues that have hindered 
cooperation and the implementation of smart growth principles in the past. 
One of the most pressing issues faced by communities in southeastern Dallas 
County is that of municipal boundaries. Few discussions about the area can be 
carried on without referring to a map and poring over who has annexed what and 
where future annexations or other land exchanges may take place. Unfortunately, 
many land acquisitions in the past have been undertaken in such a manner as to be 
at odds with smart growth principles. Some general examples include areas that 
have been annexed without the ability to service them with municipal infrastructure 
or the annexation of land in such a manner as to create strips of municipal control or 
virtual islands of one municipalities' territory within another's. 
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The Research Population 
The objective of this research is to determine how members of the suburban 
development network in southeastern Dallas County view smart growth principles. 
Therefore, the characteristics of the individuals in the sample that take part in this 
study are critical to its outcome. Who is a member of the network? As was 
introduced in the first chapter, the decentralized nature of government power 
created by the many different political jurisdictions in the study has created a 
situation where private individuals have a strong influence on the land use decision 
making process. 
The Greater Dallas County Development Alliance maintains a database of 
individuals that it characterizes as involved in the development process throughout 
southeastern Dallas County. This database includes both members of the Alliance as 
well as non-members and includes individuals that that Alliance characterizes as in 
favor of rapid development as well as those who favor more limited growth or no 
growth. The Alliance could in many ways be described as the formal representative 
of the informal networks behind growth in the study area, but this would 
underemphasize the influence of other individuals and firms. 
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From its database the Alliance was asked to provide a list of 200-300 
individuals that they believe to be important participants in the development 
process in Dallas County. The 200-300 sample size limit was necessary to conform 
to the budgetary limitations of the research project. This request yielded a list of 233 
individuals who according to the Greater Dallas County Development Alliance are 
key figures and have influence on the land use policy in the study area. 
This is not a random sample but is a very specific group of individuals whose 
actions are believed to have a very large impact upon the course of development in 
southeastern Dallas County compared to the average resident. This research is a 
look at the opinions of these individuals. The following paragraphs describe each of 
the eleven interest groups into which the population was divided. These groupings 
correspond to the employment of the individuals in each group, except in the case of 
elected officials who in most cases have other employment in addition to their 
responsibilities in government. A summary of the groups and their respective 
participation rates is listed below in Table 3.7. 
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Table 3.7 Sample Sizes: Interest Groups 
Interest Group Name Total # % of Survey Total # of Response 
Surveyed Population Responses Rate 
Elected Officials 67 28.7% 22 32.8% 
Realtors 49 21.0% 14 28.6% 
Local Government Employees 24 10.3% 12 50.0% 
Financiers 21 9.0% 9 42.9% 
Planners/ Architects 12 5.2% 5 41.7% 
Land Owners/Farm Bureau 11 4.7% 3 27.3% 
Utilities 9 3.9% 3 33.3% 
Manufacturing/Retail 17 7.3% 3 17.6% 
Biotechnology 3 1.3% 2 66.7% 
Attorneys 17 7.3% 2 11.8% 
Construction 3 1.3% 1 33.3% 
Total 233 100.0% 76 32.6% 
The largest group surveyed was made up of elected officials. The majority of 
these elected officials serve at the city council level for municipalities within the 
study area. Others serve on the county board of supervisors or represent the study 
area in the Iowa House and Senate. Surveys were sent to sixty-seven elected 
officials and twenty-two returned completed surveys. Elected officials were 
included in the study because of their direct impact through voting on land use 
decisions. 
The second largest interest group surveyed consisted of realtors. These 
realtors represented both large real estate firms as well as smaller local operations. 
Realtors were selected because of their direct involvement in both monitoring and 
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driving housing development and commercial real estate trends. Fourteen out of 
the forty-nine realtors surveyed returned completed surveys. 
The third largest interest group polled was local government employees. The 
local government employee group consisted of many of the paid staff of the nine 
municipalities in the study area as well as the paid staff of Dallas County. The 
group also included professional management staff members from school districts in 
the study area. These individuals were included in the survey because of their 
influence, both direct and indirect, on the land use policy decisions made by elected 
officials. In many cases these staff members conduct the research and write the 
language that guides the policy of their municipalities or county government. 
Twelve out of the twenty-four individuals polled returned their surveys. 
Financiers made up the fourth largest group and returned nine completed 
surveys. The financier group consisted of bankers and lending company officials. 
This group was selected for inclusion in the study because of their ability to alter 
land use decisions by altering their financing practices. Also, several of the 
individuals in the financier group represent organizations that themselves have 
large commercial developments in the study area or are planning on building in the 
future. 
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The final seventy-two individuals surveyed were broken into seven groups. 
However, each of these groups returned a fairly small number of surveys. The 
planners/architects group consisted of individuals who work for private planning 
and architectural firms that do business in the study area. The landowners/Farm 
Bureau interest group included individuals who own farmland in the study area as 
well as members of the Farm Bureau who are active in farmland conservation. The 
utilities interest group consisted of representatives from electricity, water, and gas 
utilities within the study area that are not a part of municipal utility companies. The 
manufacturing/retail group was made up of firms that participate in the 
manufacturing or retail industries and are located in the study area. The 
biotechnology group represented individuals who work for agricultural research 
and development firms in the study area. Likewise, the attorneys group and 
construction group represented individuals in those professions who are either 
located in the study area or do much of their business there. 
Besides the interest groups just mentioned the survey population was also 
identified by their mailing address. In many cases this address is believed to be the 
same as the individual's home address. However, this can not readily be assumed 
for all individuals in the population so mailing address is only an approximate 
indicator of where the respondents live (Mangione, 1995). Table 3.8 below breaks 
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down the number of responses by mailing address city as a rough indicator of the 
geographic location within the study area of the survey participants. 
Table 3.8 Sample .Sizes: Location of Mailing Address 
City #of Percent of 
Responses Total 
Adel 16 21 .1% 
West Des Moines 16 21.1% 
Urbandale 6 7.9% 
Waukee 6 7.9% 
Dallas Center 5 6.6<1o 
Clive 4 5.3% 
De Soto 3 3.9% 
Grimes 2 2.6% 
Van Meter 2 2.6<Yo 
Other Des Moines Area 13 17.1% 
Other Iowa 3 3.9% 
Total 76 100.0% 
One potentially major flaw in using a focused sample is the perpetuation of 
the under-representation of minority groups (I-fakim, 2000). In this case the race, 
age, sex, or status in any number of groups is not known. What were known to the 
researcher were the names, position titles, company or government entity names, 
and mailing addresses. However, anecdotally, it is assumed by reviewing the first 
names of the survey population that the vast majority of them are probably males-
perhaps as high as 90 percent male. Likewise, by reviewing the position titles of 
those represented it probably safe to assume that a high percentage of the whole are 
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over the age of 40- there being a high number of presidents, directors, and 
managers represented. Similarly, based upon the demographic profile of the study 
area it is likely that the great number of the participants were white-95 percent of 
Dallas County residents classified themselves as such in the 2000 census. 
Therefore, the survey population presents itself as one that is potentially 
dominated by white males over the age of 40. Is this a problem? If the purpose of 
this research was to define the preferences of the entire population of the study area 
then such a sample would more than likely be flawed. However, the purpose of this 
study is to solicit the opinions of those individuals with the most direct influence on 
land use decisions in the study area and this sample is fairly representative of that 
group-in fact, it may be too large. Whether or not the dominance of one particular 
group-in this case white males over the age of 40-is equitable or promotes smart 
growth would be an interesting topic for further research beyond the scope of this 
study. 
The StuVey 
The members of the sh1dy population were asked to complete a survey that 
involved ranking the ten smart growth criteria developed by the Smart Growth 
Network and the Environmental Protection Agency in order of importance based 
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upon their own personal preference. The survey form of data collection was chosen 
over other forms, such as personal interviews, in order to more efficiently gather 
input from a larger population. In the early stages of this research project some 
personal interviews were conducted but the difficulty in extrapolating trends from 
these interviews underscored the need for a more uniform data collection method. 
In order to maintain professionalism and to be in compliance with Iowa State 
University Institutional Review Board standards for human subjects testing, 
participants were given an informational letter that described the survey as well as 
any risks that may be associated with participation (see Appendix A). 
Confidentiality of participants was guaranteed and has been maintained. However, 
in order to track the responses of interest groups numeric codes were assigned to 
each individual and written on the back of each survey. These codes allowed for a 
more detailed data analysis once the surveys were returned (Nachmias, 2000). 
As has already been detailed in the review of literature, the Smart Growth 
Network/Environmental Protection Agency's 10 Criteria for Smart Growth was 
selected as the template for the smart growth criteria ranking survey. These ten 
criteria are useful in that although they are all smart growth principles that would 
generally be accepted by scholars and planning practitioners to be valid, they are 
also for the most part independent of one another. Although "creating walkable 
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neighborhoods" and "mixing land uses," for example, compliment each other, it 
would be possible to do one in isolation of the other. Likewise, although 
environmentalists might contend that it is impossible to "preserve open space, 
farmland, natural beauty, and critical environmental areas" without "strengthening 
and directing development toward existing communities" it is conceivable that 
other groups would be able to see situation where these goals could be achieved 
independently from the other or only one goal could be addressed at a time. 
The survey was written as simply as possible in order to reduce the number 
of errors or ambiguous responses from participants (see Appendix B). The 
instructions advised participants to rank each smart growth criteria from 1-10 
without scoring any as a tie. The ten criteria were listed with spaces next to each 
criterion where respondents could mark their preference. On the second page of the 
survey space was made available for participants to add additional comments if 
they believed that the ten smart growth criteria were lacking in any certain area. 
Swvey Administration 
Early in this project a number of personal interviews were conducted with 
various individuals on the Greater Dallas County Development Alliance's smart 
growth committee. However, in order to solicit the input of more individuals-and 
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therefore add validity to the project-a wider dissemination of the survey was 
necessary. Delivering the survey by mail had the advantages of giving respondents 
time to think about their answers and allowing them a high level of privacy in 
answering. Mail delivery also made effective use of a modest research budget and a 
relatively tight time span from beginning of the research project to the end. Some of 
the disadvantages of mail delivery that were noted during the study were that 
individuals had to be motivated to return the survey and there was no way of 
ensuring that the individual whose name was on the survey was the one who 
completed it (Mangione, 1995). Also, several surveys were returned because of 
incorrect addresses or other errors that caused the post office to return them. 
One of the biggest challenges to conducting a mail survey was getting 
respondents to open the piece of mail, read it, complete the survey, and send it back. 
Large 81/2 x 11 inch envelopes with the Iowa State University logo in red ink and 
colorful postage stamps were used to catch the attention of individuals when they 
opened their mail. A cover letter that made it clear that this study was being 
conducted by an Iowa State University graduate sh1dent with the assistance of the 
Greater Dallas County Development Alliance was also included as a way of 
increasing the importance of survey participation in the minds of the survey 
population. Finally, besides the survey a postage paid return envelope was 
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included so that participants did not have to pay for a stamp to send the survey back 
(Lundquist, 1984). 
The surveys were sent out to the survey population on November 12, 2004. 
Within two weeks a majority of those who would respond had. A deadline of 
December 1, 2004 had been included in the cover letter as an incentive for speedy 
returns but responses after that date would have been included. By December 12, 
2004 seventy-eight of the 233 individuals polled had responded. Two surveys were 
considered to be unusable because the respondents had either not ranked more than 
a few of the ten criteria or had failed to rank any of the criteria. These two surveys 
were excluded from the final tally of seventy-six usable returns. 
Data Analysis 
The smart growth criteria preference scores for each of the survey 
participants were compiled and the means calculated for each criterion. Overall 
there were certain measurable trends. In particular, several questions were 
consistently ranked as either higher priorities (closer to a number 1 ranking) while 
others tended to have much higher mean scores, indicating that more survey 
participants ranked these smart growth criteria lower in terms of their preference. 
Overall, the smart growth criterion of "foster distinctive communities with a strong 
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sense of place" was the number one priority of those surveyed. Following behind 
that criterion were "make development decisions predictable, fair, and cost 
effective" and "encourage community and stakeholder collaboration" rounded out 
the top three. Throughout the survey results many of the same trends were found, 
even when the data is sorted by different interest groups and by mailing address of 
the survey participants. 
The analysis of the survey results that follows is divided into three main 
groups. First, the overall survey results are discussed. Second, the preferences of 
particular interest groups are discussed. Third, each smart growth criteria is 
reviewed. Finally, any differences in smart growth preferences by mailing address 
are discussed. Many of the charts refer to the smart growth criteria by reference 
number (see Figure 3.9) 
Figure 3.9 Southeastern Dallas County Smart Growth Survey Criteria 
l . Create a Range of Housing Opportunities and Choices 
2. Create Walkable Neighborhoods 
3. Encourage Community and Stakeholder Collaboration 
4. Foster Distinctive, Attractive Communities with a Strong Sense of Place 
5. Make Development Decisions Predictable, Fair and Cost Effective 
6. Mix Land Uses 
7. Preserve Open Space. Farmland, Natural Beauty and Critical Environmental 
Areas 
8. Provide a Variety of Transportation Choices 
9. Strengthen and Direct Development toward Existing Communities 
l 0. Take Advantage of Compact Building Design 
(Smart Growth Network, n.d.) 
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Overall Survey Population Preferences 
Seventy-six individuals responded to the survey out of the total survey 
sample size of 233. Table 3.10 below displays the overall preferences. A higher 
mean score indicated that more respondents ranked that particular criterion lower 
on their list of preferences, and are represented by shorter bars in Table 3.10. 
Conversely, a lower mean score indicated that more respondents ranked a particular 
smart growth criterion closer to number one on their preference lists and therefore 
are represented by taller bars in Table 3.10. 
Table 3.10 Overall Smart Growth Criteria Preferences 
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Figure 3 .11 Overall Smart Growth Preference Groups 
High Priorities: 
"Foster Distinctive, Attractive Communities with a Strong Sense of Place" (3.41) 
"Make Development Decisions Predictable, Fair, and Cost Effective" (3.83) 
"Encourage Community and Stakeholder Collaboration" (4.52) 
Mid-Level Priorities: 
"Create a Range of Housing Opportunities and Choices" (4.68) 
"Strengthen and Direct Development toward Existing Communities" (5.09) 
"Preserve Open Space, Farmland, Natural Beauty and Critical Environmental Areas" (5 .39) 
"Mix Land Uses" (5.87) 
Low Priorities: 
"Create Walkable Neighborhoods" (6.21) 
"Provide a Variety of Transportation Choices" (7.38) 
"Take Advantage of Compact Building Design" (8.18) 
Figure 3.11 above divides the ten smart growth criteria into three groups: 
High Priorities, Mid-Level Priorities, and Low Priorities. These grouping are based 
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upon the mean score for each criterion. Although the groupings are not divided by 
clear cleavages, they roughly fall into this rank order. Interestingly, when the data is 
broken down by interest groups the same trends are apparent with a few exceptions. 
Table 3.12 below indicates how the four largest interest groups in terms of the 
number of respondents in each group ranked the smart growth criteria. In this 
graphic each group is characterized by a different colored line. A higher preference 
for a smart growth criterion is displayed by a higher placement of an interest 
group's line. Local government employees, elected officials, realtors, and financiers 
were the largest groups to respond and are included in this analysis. All of the other 
groups are present along with these four in the overall rankings; however, these 
smaller interest groups' rankings are not displayed individually because doing so 
may compromise the anonymity of respondents since in some cases there are only a 
few individuals involved in each interest group in the entire study area. 
As can be seen in Table 3.12 all four of the highlighted interest groups stayed 
within the overall trends with a few noteworthy exceptions. On three criteria 
realtors deviated noticeably from the overall trend. Realtors ranked "make 
development decisions predictable, fair and cost effective" and "mix land uses" 
higher than other respondents. Also, realtors ranked "preserve open space, 
farmland, natural beauty and critical environmental areas" significantly lower than 
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did other groups. All other interest groups stayed fairly close to the overall trend on 
most other issues with the exception of local government employees, who ranked 
"create a range of housing opportunities and choices" lower than other respondents. 
Table 3.12 Smart Growth Criteria Preferences for Largest Interest Groups 
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The following pages address each smart growth criteria individually and go 
into the responses of the overall sample and the four largest interest groups in more 
detail. For each smart growth criterion the mean score of the preference ranking as 
well as the standard deviation of those rankings is displayed. The mean score, as 
has been discussed is an indicator of how high or low the groups' respondents 
ranked a particular criterion. The standard deviation illustrates how much the 
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ranking of a particular criterion varied within the group and is indicative of the 
variance of opinion on each criterion (Nachmias, 2000). 
Analysis of Individual Criteria 
Table 3.13 Criterion #1 Create a Range of Housing Opportunities and Choices 
Overall Elected Local Gov't Realtors Financiers 
Officials Employees 
Ranking 4th 4th 6th 3rd 4th 
Mean 4.68 4.72 5.50 4.14 4.11 
Standard Deviation 2.77 2.83 3.50 2.11 2.42 
This smart growth criterion was consistently ranked toward the middle in 
terms of importance by the survey participants and rated an overall ranking of 
fourth. Realtors ranked it the highest and placed it third, on average, in their list of 
smart growth criteria. It is possible that realtors, who deal on a daily basis with 
housing issues, are more attuned to the need for a range of housing options in the 
study area. It is also possible that realtors viewed the statement as encouraging 
more variety in the housing market and therefore more opportunities for home 
ownership by a larger percentage of the population and in turn, a higher demand 
for the services that realtors provide. Local government employees who responded 
to the survey were more broadly split on this issue. They ranked it on average as 
sixth on their priorities lists, however, the standard deviation of the sample was 
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higher (3.50) than that for the overall group (2.77) indicating that the responses of 
local government employees were spread farther apart from the mean than other 
groups. 
Table 3.14 Criterion #2 Create Walkable Neighborhoods 
Overall Elected Local Gov't Realtors Financiers 
Officials Employees 
Ranking 8th 7th 3th 7th 7th 
Mean 6.21 5.36 6.50 6.86 6.00 
Standard Deviation 2.38 2.24 2.11 2.63 2.45 
Pedestrian friendly neighborhoods ranked low on the priority lists of all 
groups. Distances between towns and services are relatively large in the study area. 
The rate of car ownership is also high. Although the downtown areas of the study 
area communities would be considered walkable, much of the newer development 
in the study area, particularly housing developments, are laid out in a more 
suburban style with houses separated by generous setbacks. Creating walkable 
neighborhoods would be reversing a trend toward more automobile friendly design 
that has been taking place for decades. 
Table 3.15 Criterion #3 Encourage Community and Stakeholder Collaboration 
Overall Elected Local Gov't Realtors Financiers 
Officials Employees 
Ranking 3rd 6th 3rd 5th 1st 
Mean 4.52 4.77 4.33 4.50 3.89 
Standard Deviation 1.91 1.79 1.15 1.95 1.69 
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This smart growth criterion produced the largest difference in responses 
between groups. However, each group was also relatively sure of its response as is 
suggested by the relatively low standard deviations of each group's responses. 
Overall, across all groups "Encourage Community and Stakeholder Collaboration" 
was considered to be the third most important smart growth criterion. However, 
financiers ranked it as their number one priority. On the other hand, elected officials 
ranked it in the lower half of criteria at sixth. 
Of special interest, however, is to note that the mean scores were fairly 
consistent across groups, meaning that although "Encourage Community and 
Stakeholder Collaboration" ended up as the number one priority for financiers in 
terms of the ranking of the mean score, the mean score was not much lower than 
other groups whose mean score for this criterion ended up ranking higher in their 
priorities list. A possible explanation for this result is that survey participants across 
groups were much more consistent in ranking this criterion between a three and a 
five than they were in ranking other criteria higher or lower. For example, 
financiers could have consistently ranked "Encourage Community and Stakeholder 
Collaboration" third and very inconsistently ranked other criteria ahead of it, 
therefore keeping the mean score of this criterion around 3.50-4.00 while other 
75 
criteria that got ranked as number one ended up with higher mean scores due to the 
fact that other individuals within the group ranked them much lower. 
Also, it should be noted that in terms of mean "Encourage Community and 
Stakeholder Collaboration" tied with two other criteria for first place among smart 
growth criteria for financiers. However, no individual within the financiers group 
placed this criterion below seventh on their priorities lists whereas the other two 
criteria did have individuals who ranked them at either ninth or tenth. 
Aside from the problems of ranking by the mean score that this criterion 
identifies, it is interesting to note that elected officials consistently placed 
"Encourage Community and Stakeholder Collaboration" low on their list of smart 
growth priorities. One would think that elected officials would place more of an 
emphasis on collaboration as a means for creating a consensus on policy decisions. 
However, this criterion may have been interpreted by elected officials as 
encouraging community and stakeholder collaboration outside of the current 
governmental system, thereby circumventing the established system of decision 
making and nullifying the power of elected bodies. 
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Table 3.16 Criterion #4 Foster Distinctive, Attractive Communities with a Strong 
Sense of Place 
Overall Elected Local Gov't Realtors Financiers 
Officials Employees 
Ranking 1s1 1s1 1st 2nd 2nd 
Mean 3.41 3.09 3.08 3.07 3.89 
Standard Deviation 2.08 2.04 2.27 1.59 2.62 
Every group ranked "Foster Distinctive, Attractive Communities with a 
Strong Sense of Place" either number one or number two on their lists of smart 
growth priorities in terms of mean scores. Across the survey population as a whole 
this criterion ranked first among all other criteria. In many ways this criterion is a 
statement of the goals of smart growth. Who would argue that distinctive, attractive 
communities with a strong sense of place are not something to strive for? It is 
important to note that this criterion, along with the previous criterion of "Encourage 
Community and Stakeholder Collaboration" were the only two criteria that received 
no rankings of 10 (the lowest ranking) by any of the seventy six individuals who 
participated in the survey. 
Table 3.17 Criterion #5 Make Development Decisions Predictable, Fair and Cost 
Effective 
Overall Elected Local Gov't Realtors Financiers 
Officials Employees 
Ranking 211d 211d 2nd 1st 3rd 
Mean 3.83 4.59 4.00 2.71 3.89 
Standard Deviation 2.43 2.28 2.59 2.09 2.93 
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"Make Development Decisions Predictable, Fair and Cost Effective" was the 
second most important smart growth criteria overall. Realtors in this study ranked 
it first in terms of importance on their preference lists. Realtors may have placed 
this smart growth criterion as most important because by having predictable 
development they can more effectively plan for when and where new business will 
arise. This criterion may have also been more preferable to respondents because it 
gives no indication as to what those development decisions may be but only 
indicates that they should be predictable, fair and cost effective. 
Table 3.18 Criterion #6 Mix Land Uses 
Overall Elected Local Gov't Realtors Financiers 
Officials Employees 
Ranking 71'1 311i 7111 4th 3th 
Mean 5.87 7.09 6.17 4.21 7.00 
Standard Deviation 2.67 2.79 2.12 2.12 2.40 
"Mix Land Uses" was not high in importance according to the individuals 
who took part in the survey. However, once again realtors differed from the other 
groups and the sample as a whole. Again, perhaps realtors recognize the 
importance of mixed use neighborhoods and perhaps homes in more traditional 
mixed use style neighborhoods-as opposed to single use residential suburban style 
neighborhoods-sell better than newer subdivisions. Outside of neighborhoods 
built prior to World War II in the study area the trend is toward strict separation of 
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land uses with space set aside for residential, commercial, industrial, and 
agricultural uses. There are few mixed residential/commercial developments such 
as one might see along a traditional American main street with apartments built 
above ground level shops. 
Table 3.19 Criterion #7 Preserve Open Space, Fannland, Natural Beauty and Critical 
Environmental Areas 
Overall Elected Local Gov't Realtors Financiers 
Officials Employees 
Ranking 61" 3rd 51h 3th 61h 
Mean 5.39 4.68 4.83 7.50 5.11 
Standard Deviation 2.91 2.77 3.07 2.38 2.71 
In this study elected officials and local government employees ranked 
"Preserve Open Space, Farmland, Natural Beauty and Critical Environmental 
Areas" higher than did realtors and financiers. Overall the entire survey population 
placed this smart growth criterion slightly below the midpoint in importance at 
sixth. One possible explanation for the difference in opinions on open space 
between the groups is the fact that the development of open space, which is 
generally farmland in the study area, has economic benefits for realtors and 
financiers. 
On the other hand, the majority of the elected officials who participated in 
this study serve at the city level and cities often have to pay the cost of extending 
services to outlying developments, which places a burden upon the current 
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residents of the city who in tum may not receive many benefits from the new 
development. The current residents of a city then may not be pleased with their 
elected officials if their tax bills increase due to new developments. It would often 
be in the best interest of city officials to see that current infrastructure capacities are 
utilized as opposed to developing new land outside of the city. 
Table 3.20 Criterion #8 Provide a Variety o,fTransportation Choices 
Overall Elected Local Gov't Realtors Financiers 
Officials Employees 
Ranking 9th 10th 9th 9111 10th 
Mean 7.38 8.00 7.58 7.64 8.33 
Standard Deviation 2.58 2.07 2.84 2.27 1.65 
The population of southeastern Dallas County, although it is growing 
rapidly, is relatively dispersed. For this reason it is not surprising that "Providing a 
Variety of Transportation Choices" was a low priority according to the survey. 
Personal automobile ownership is high and the road system is well developed and 
caters to personal automobile use. Although in the past a passenger trolley line 
existed between Adel and Des Moines, as in many other parts of the country car 
travel is the primary mode of transportation (Carlson, 1975). 
The low ranking that this smart growth criterion received perhaps does not 
necessarily reflect how local suburban development network members view mass 
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transit or other alternatives to personal automobile use in general, but reflects more 
the reality of the spread out nature of the population and the current automobile 
oriented infrastructure. However, this finding could also reflect the fact that the 
majority of the respondents currently own personal automobiles and do not need to 
rely on public transportation. 
Table 3.21 Criterion #9 Strengthen and Direct Development toward Existing 
Communities 
Overall Elected Local Gov't Realtors Financiers 
Officials Employees 
Ranking 5t11 5111 4'" 6t1' 5th 
Mean 5.09 4.77 4.58 4.92 4.67 
Standard Deviation 2.86 3.01 2.87 2.81 2.87 
On average, individuals who responded to criteria number nine, "Strengthen 
and Direct Development toward Existing Communities" ranked it in the middle in 
terms of importance. However, it is important to note that the overall standard 
deviation of 2.86 indicates that it was one of the least consistently ranked criteria. 
Local government employees ranked this criterion the highest on average of any 
group by placing it third among their preferences. This is perhaps due to the fact 
that by channeling development toward existing communities' city departments will 
be able to maximize the use of their current infrastructure and facilities and thereby 
increase efficiency without costly expansion that could put a drain on already tight 
municipal governments. 
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Table 3.22 Criterion #10 Take Advantage of Compact Building Design 
Overall Elected Local Gov't Realtors Financiers 
Officials Employees 
Ranking 10111 911t 101h 10th 91h 
Mean 8.18 7.90 8.41 8.14 8.11 
Standard Deviation 2.37 2.71 1.56 2.57 2.67 
"Take advantage of compact building design" was ranked near the bottom of 
most participants surveys. This probably has much to do with a perception of 
individuals in the study area that there is a relatively large amount of available 
development land in southeastern Dallas County. The low cost of land relative to 
other metropolitan areas-although it is higher here than in most other parts of the 
state-lends itself to more expansive building designs that are less dense than those 
in more populated areas. 
Trends by Geographic Location 
In addition to occupation-based interest groups, respondents were also 
identified by mailing address. In many cases the mailing address corresponded to 
either the individual's home address or their place of work. Although it can not 
conclusively be determined whether or not the individual's mailing address 
corresponds to the geographic location they most associate with, it can give a rough 
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estimation. In this study the largest groups of respondents had mailing addresses in 
either the cities of Adel or West Des Moines. 
Adel is the county seat of Dallas County and many county officials, attorneys, 
and other firms have an office located there, which helps account for the large 
number of survey participants located in Adel. West Des Moines is the largest 
municipality in the study area and had the largest number of individuals in the 
survey population. Although every community in the study area was represented 
by respondents, Adel and West Des Moines were the only locations yielding more 
than six responses- both yielded sixteen responses. Although there are no other 
sizable groups against which to compare the data sets from Adel and West Des 
Moines, these two municipalities are interesting examples because they are fairly 
dissimilar cities. West Des Moines is contiguous to the Des Moines metropolitan 
area and has a population between 40,000 and 50,000 people. Adel, by contrast, is 
separated from any other municipalities by several miles of open space and has a 
population between 3,000 and 4,000 people. 
Although the demographics of the communities are different, in general there 
was little difference in opinion among individuals from Adel and West Des Moines 
and the overall group. (see Table 3.23 below) In seven of ten criteria individuals 
with Adel and West Des Moines addresses responded with virtually the same 
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preference trends as the overall population. On two of the ten smart growth criteria 
West Des Moines and Adel respondents differed considerably from each other. 
Adel residents ranked "foster distinctive, attractive communities with a strong sense 
of place" higher than did their West Des Moines counterparts who ranked that 
criterion lower than did the overall survey sample. Adel residents also ranked 
"preserve open space, farmland, natural beauty and critical environmental areas" 
more highly than did West Des Moines residents in this study. Adel residents also 
differed from the overall preferences on the criterion of "mix land uses" by ranking 
it lower in their preference lists than the overall mean scores. 
Table 3.23 Smart Growth Criteria Preferences by Mailing Address 
I j 
-I 
l 
Smart Growth Criteria Preferences by Mailing 
Address 
1 
2 
3 
4 -+-Overall 
5 
6 --Adel 
7 
8 West Des 
Moines 
9 
10 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Criteria 
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Conclusions and Recommendations 
This research study sought to identify the governmental decision-makers and 
stakeholders in southeastern Dallas County, Iowa that make up the suburban 
development network and find out how they rank smart growth principles in terms 
of importance. Behind this research is the ultimate goal of establishing a set of smart 
growth priorities that can form the basis for future smart growth dialogue and 
planning. After receiving feedback from seventy-six survey participants who 
belonged to eleven interest groups from nine communities in the study area, some 
trends were observed in terms of a hierarchy of smart growth principles among 
participants. This leaves us with the question, "So what?" 
How is this information useful to planners and public managers? As has 
already been discussed, southeastern Dallas County is facing many of the growth 
pressures and problems that other communities have sought to mitigate by adopting 
smart growth policies. However, southeastern Dallas County has no such plan and 
attempts by at least one committee made up of representatives from the local 
governments to craft such a plan have failed to yield even a definition of smart 
growth for the area. Are the people involved in making land use policy in the area 
even interested in smart growth? 
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I did this research under the assumption that the answer to this question is 
yes, network members are interested in smart growth-even though they may have 
differing views on what smart growth is. This assumption, although neither proved 
nor disproved by the research, should not have been made. One fundamental flaw 
in this research is that participants in the survey had no real option but to rank the 
smart growth criteria that were presented to them. Although space was made 
available for respondents to insert their own smart growth criteria if they felt that 
none of those provided matched their preferences, it did not offer a suitable way for 
participants to respond if they do not agree with smart growth or have an 
alternative vision for growth in the study area. Some members of the survey 
population may not have returned their surveys for this reason and the construction 
of the data analysis provides no means of registering their opinions. 
Of those individuals who participated in the study and returned surveys that 
can be counted, some trends in opinion can be measured. However, analysis of this 
data is by necessity rudimentary owing to the small number of returns and the 
weaknesses of the survey instrument. 
The smart growth criteria of "foster distinctive, attractive communities with a 
strong sense of place," "make development decisions predictable, fair and cost 
effective," and "encourage community and stakeholder collaboration" ranked high 
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in the preference lists of survey respondents. It is important to note that two of 
these three highly ranked smart growth criteria focus entirely on the process of 
development rather than the products. A conclusion that could be drawn from this 
is that those polled are much more comfortable discussing the framework for 
development than they are deciding the details or that the end product is not that 
important to them. On the other hand, it could also indicate that there is an 
acknowledgement on the part of network members that a process for guiding smart 
growth development has not been established yet in the study area. In either case, 
the inclusion of these procedural smart growth criteria in the top tier of the 
preferences of those polled indicates that dialogue about smart growth in the study 
area would benefit by starting with a discussion about what procedural steps need 
to be implemented first before specific smart growth action steps can be debated. 
The other smart growth criterion in the top three, "foster distinctive, 
attractive communities with a strong sense of place," does not commit any group to 
any specific action. It does not specify a particular action, such as preservation of 
open space, which could result in distinctive, attractive communities with a strong 
sense of place. However, what this smart growth criterion lacks in specifics it makes 
up for with an ability to be a broad, unifying banner for smart growth under which 
many different develop interests can find a common ground. 
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Each individual within the eleven different interest groups surveyed in this 
research probably has a different concept of a distinctive, attractive community with 
a strong sense of place. However, the survey indicates that building such 
communities is a high priority for most of the survey participants. The phrase 
"distinctive, attractive communities with a strong sense of place" could therefore be 
useful as a discussion point to create more dialogue on what the ultimate smart 
growth goals are for people in the study area. 
As one moves down the smart growth criteria preference list of the survey 
participants the topics tend to have more specific growth management requirements 
than do the top three criteria selected by those polled. This is a frustrating 
characteristic for those who may have wished to develop a clear set of 
implementable smart growth goals from this research. The smart growth criteria 
that were ranked below the top three ended up divided into two groups. The first 
group ranked higher than the other and consisted of four action steps that could be 
considered implementation bullet points under the broader idea of distinctive, 
attractive communities with a strong sense of place. 
These implementation steps included: 
• "Create a Range of Housing Opportunities and Choices" 
• "Strengthen and Direct Development toward Existing Communities" 
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• "Preserve Open Space, Farmland, Natural Beauty and Critical Environmental 
Areas" 
• "Mix Land Uses" 
If the top three smart growth criteria formed the broad consensus items and overall 
theme for smart growth in southeastern Dallas County, then these four bullet points 
make up the details and items for debate. It is interesting to note that the top three 
smart growth criteria could be interpreted as impacting all of the different interest 
groups evenly whereas these four smart growth criteria that were ranked below the 
top three have definite specific impacts on particular interest groups. 
For example, creating a range of housing opportunities and choices would 
change the real estate market and call into question some current or proposed 
housing developments. Strengthening and directing development toward existing 
communities favors established neighborhoods and would discourage new stand-
alone developments. Likewise, preserving open space, farmland, natural beauty 
and critical environmental areas limits landowners' ability to sell their land at 
development prices and drives up the price of land that is deemed suitable for 
development. Also, mixing land uses may change the plans of developers and in the 
short term increase their costs. 
This is not to say that smart growth in southeastern Dallas County can not 
include these four themes. However, this study highlights the fact that these issues 
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may require more dialogue and a more concerted effort by proponents of smart 
growth in order to gain their acceptance. 
The bottom three smart growth criteria in terms of the preferences of the 
survey participants underscore the geographic and cultural differences that make 
southeastern Dallas County unique from other areas of the country working on 
smart growth. Although the study area is experiencing a relative boom in 
population, there is still a large amount of open space between communities. 
Similarly, the distances between municipalities, as well as the distances between 
centers of work and centers of living are fairly large. These factors may contribute to 
the notion that there is still a large amount of land that can be developed in the 
study area and that personal automobiles are the most favored modes of 
transportation. Because of these factors, the smart growth criteria of, "create 
walkable neighborhoods," and "provide a variety of transportation choices," and 
"take advantage of compact building design" all rated poorly in terms of survey 
participant preferences. 
Also, these three smart growth criteria suggest an increase in population 
density. Such an increase could be seen by the survey participants as encouraging 
more low income and minority residents in the study area by increasing the number 
of housing units and decreasing their price. It could be perceived that the interest of 
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many of the individuals involved in the suburban development network is to keep 
land and housing prices-and therefore profits-high in the region by making it 
difficult for such individuals to live in the study area. 
For the most part survey respondents, regardless of mailing address, ranked 
the smart growth criteria similarly. However, between residents with Adel and 
West Des Moines mailing addresses-these were the largest groups with sixteen 
respondents each- there were some differences. Adel respondents tended to rank 
the smart growth criteria of "foster distinctive, attractive communities with a strong 
sense of place," and "preserve open space, farmland, natural beauty and critical 
environmental area" more highly than did survey participants with mailing 
addresses in West Des Moines. 
Although using mailing address as a surrogate variable for a respondent's 
home that is less than a perfect method, it is interesting to note that the different 
responses on distinctive communities and open space came from respondents with 
mailing addresses in a relatively small community surrounded by open space-
Adel - and a relatively large community that is rapidly expanding into previously 
undeveloped land-West Des Moines. However, these variances may also more 
accurately reflect the large portion of other interest groups, such as realtors or 
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financiers, that are concentrated in one community over another rather than any 
geographic differences that might lead to a different opinion on the sense of place. 
It is hoped that these findings will be interpreted by members of the 
suburban development network in the region as forming a baseline of consensus for 
future dialogue. However, this research has only scratched the surface on the way 
to developing a more comprehensive understanding of the views and opinions of 
individuals involved in the land use decision making process. This survey 
population and the basic findings that it produced can serve as a good starting point 
for further research. 
The Greater Dallas County Development Alliance provided valuable 
assistance to this research study. In particular, they made access to many of the 
members of the suburban development network in the study area possible. By their 
very nature the Greater Dallas County Development Alliance is for the continued 
development of the study area and their database, which provided the majority of 
individuals for the survey population, was heavily weighted toward development 
interests. 
Further study of smart growth preferences in southeastern Dallas County 
should focus on groups outside of these development interests to create a more 
balanced view of opinions in the study area (Creswell, 2003). Although it may be 
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very helpful for public managers and planners to begin their dialogue on smart 
growth with development interests, a major part of their jobs as public servants is to 
represent the views of under-represented people. 
By focusing on the smart growth preferences of members of the suburban 
development network I sought to identify trends in thinking of the most direct 
participants in the land use policy-making process. Doing so also may help to 
identify policy areas that will not be addressed if left to the suburban network alone. 
The smart growth criteria that ranked low in this survey are important warning 
signs to public managers and planners about which smart growth topics will need 
additional public backing in order to become a part of the reality of land use in the 
study area. 
In line with adding a diversity of opinions to the survey population is 
increasing its size. The response rate of over 30 percent was as good as could be 
expected for a mail survey (Mangione, 1995). However, with more time and 
resources the survey population could have been expanded to include a broader 
range of interest groups. Furthermore, a larger sample size could have added 
weight to the statistical analysis of the data. Under this research design the sample 
has been divided into many interest groups that are too small to yield real trends. 
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Therefore, although eleven different groups were surveyed the group results of only 
four are worth presenting outside of the overall total. 
Furthermore, although the return rate of over 30 percent was good, no 
reminders or second surveys were sent to participants. A greater return rate could 
have been achieved if a reminder post card or letter had been sent to individuals 
who had not responded within the first few weeks. Similarly, a second round of 
surveys could have been distributed so that those who may have discarded their 
original survey or forgotten to return it would have a second opportunity to do so 
(Lockhart, 1984). 
This research design also did not incorporate a follow-up with individuals 
who wished to offer feedback beyond the survey question. Originally, the surveys 
were to be coupled with interviews, to allow respondents to offer their opinions ask 
follow-up questions. However, over the course of the project these interviews were 
eliminated from the project as too time-consuming. It would be useful to follow this 
current survey with interviews or focus groups to present the findings to 
participants and gather responses on the conclusions. 
In addition to improving the representative nature of the survey population 
and increasing the survey participation rate, the survey questions themselves could 
be improved in future studies. Although asking participants to rank a set of smart 
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growth criteria can identify overall trends in smart growth thinking, it also leaves 
much unanswered. The finding that participants favored process criteria over 
product criteria leaves one to wonder what types of communities the participants 
envision for the future. A more in-depth survey could ask participants to rank 
different housing types, different neighborhood styles, different uses for open space, 
and any number of implementable smart growth initiatives. This study has helped 
to identify the broad trends of smart growth thinking among individuals in the 
suburban development network. It remains to be seen what the specifics of that idea 
are. 
This research has been a first step toward increasing the knowledge of the 
public and private networks that influence Dallas County land use policy and has 
made inroads into characterizing the opinions and goals of this group. The goal 
now for planners and public managers is to utilize that knowledge to help policy-
makers identify their own goals and create a plan of action to achieve them. 
Some of the steps that planners and public managers must do to accomplish 
these steps toward implementation are: 
• Review the procedures and documents (such as comprehensive plans, 
subdivision regulations, and zoning ordinances) that regulate land use 
(Zucker, 1997). 
• Create broad based involvement. 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
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Create a credible, open process . 
Promote visible support from acknowledged leaders . 
Seek support from or gain the acquiescence of established authorities . 
Set tangible goals . 
Practice patience (Chrislip and Larson, 1994) . 
Once a potential policy shift or innovation has been identified-in this case 
smart growth principles-the role of the public manager becomes one of facilitating 
the conceptualization of goals and ensuring their realization. In southeastern Dallas 
County, as in other places, to fulfill this role the public manager must operate with 
regard to the network of decision-makers and stakeholders that form the suburban 
development network. At the same time s/he should try to develop more broadly 
representative constituencies and more participation in the suburban development 
network. 
As was outlined in Chapter Two, the current power structure in the study 
area decentralizes power among different political jurisdictions. Well connected 
private networks gain importance in this environment because they represent a link 
between jurisdictions. This decreases the influence of individuals who are not a part 
of the suburban development network. 
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Utilizing networks has its advantages for public managers in that their 
successful use increases leverage upward for public action (O'Toole, 1997). On the 
other hand, networks present challenges to public managers in that the increased 
number of participants involved decreases accountability and creates a greater set of 
implementation problems. To reduce these problems public managers must limit 
uncertainty to those participating in the networks and institutionalize the process by 
creating formal connections between networks. 
This research begins to move the policy-making process along the continuum 
of interjurisdictional collaboration first discussed in Chapter Two by gaining the 
input of advisory bodies (see Figure 4.1 below). In this case the advisory body is 
made up of members of the informal suburban development network. The next step 
will be for public managers and policy-makers to clarify common goals and move 
toward more formal collaborative intergovernmental arrangements. Such an 
arrangement could be an interjurisdictional 28E partnership that would allow for 
joint review of development projects in keeping with smart growth goals. Under 
such a scenario input from groups outside of the suburban development network 
could be incorporated and safeguarded by local government. 
Further formalization of the process could lead to more sharing of services 
and more efficiency in infrastructure use (Borich et al, 1998). Likewise, the 
98 
cooperative foundation could be laid for more formal, regional types of land use 
policy-making that would be better suited to the interjurisdictional nature of smart 
growth issues. A council of government for the area including representatives of the 
different municipalities and counties involved could help pool planning resources. 
This would help to alleviate the difficulties that are caused by the disparity in staff 
sizes and resourced between governments in the study area. The suburban 
development network would still be an important part of the process, but land use 
policy would be made in a more democratic and open way. 
In the highest levels of collaboration the council of government could then 
coordinate its plans with other councils and the state to create regional planning. By 
this stage the competition between local governments is mitigated by their 
participation in larger planning bodies. The role of the informal suburban network 
as the connection between jurisdictions could be replaced a formal role as advisers 
or lobbyists to state and regional planning groups. The state can also take on a 
larger role by creating incentives for governments to participate in collaborative 
efforts for smart growth or by mandating smart growth planning. 
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Figure 4.1 Movement Along the Continuum of Interjurisdictional Collaboration 
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In conclusion, it is hoped that this research will increase the awareness of 
smart growth issues in the study area and help to make the language of smart 
growth a part of the development dialogue in southeastern Dallas County. 
Identifying the priorities and goals of the suburban development network is an 
important first step in reducing competition between jurisdictions and formalizing 
the network's relationship with local government. 
This research was focused on what the members of the suburban 
development network think because their participation in any smart growth process 
is assumed to increase that processes chance of success. There are many problems 
with the distribution of power in the study area and with the responsiveness of the 
100 
survey sample to the views of the wider public. These societal shortcomings were 
outside the bounds of this research problem. 
Fostering distinctive, attractive communities with a strong sense of place is a 
good overall goal for land use decision-makers to undertake and this study has 
shown that among the participants this was a popular objective. Now it is up to 
these members of the suburban development network, as well as the many others 
who were not involved in this study, to add substance to this abstract idea. What is 
a distinctive, attractive community and how can it be created and maintained? How 
should a strong sense of place feel? How should these concepts be measured and 
developed into attainable goals? These are all important questions that will 
hopefully soon be addressed by other studies that will help planners and public 
managers to better identify the suburban development network's land use policy 
goals so that they can move from facilitating dialogue on these issues to 
implementing a strategy for growth. 
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Appendix A 
!SU !RB #2 
Exempt Date: 
INFORMED CONSENT DOCUMENT 
Title of Stud)'.: Smart Growth in Southeastern Dallas County, Iowa 
04-242 
May 3, 2004 
Investigator: John P. McCurdy, BA, MCRP/MPA Candidate, Iowa State University 
This is a research study. Please take your time in deciding if you would like to participate. 
Please feel free to ask questions at any time. 
INTRODUCTION 
The purpose of this study is to learn about the perception of "Smart Growth" in southeastern 
Dallas County, Iowa. You are being invited to participate in this study because you either are 
a resident, elected official or government staff member in southeastern Dallas County or 
western Polk County, Iowa or because you are a combination of any of these identifiers. 
DESCRIPTION OF PROCEDURES 
If you agree to participate in this study, your participation will last for ten minutes in the case 
of a survey. If you are asked to participate in a group discussion or interview, such a session 
will last for approximately one hour. During the study you may expect the following study 
procedures to be followed. You will be asked to complete a survey about your perception of 
"Smart Growth.'' You may also be interviewed or asked to participate in a group discussion 
about "Smart Growth'' where your responses may be recorded. On any survey you may skip 
any question that you do not wish to answer or that makes you feel uncomfortable. If visual 
or audio recordings are made of any discussions or interviews you will be notified before the 
discussion or interview begins and you may terminate your participation at any time. Visual 
or audio recordings made during this study will be destroyed on or before April 28, 2005. 
RISKS 
There are no foreseeable risks at this time from participating in this study. 
BENEFITS 
If you decide to participate in this study there may be no direct benefit to you. It is hoped 
that the information gained in this study will benefit society by providing valuable 
information that will help shape a "Smart Growth" plan for southeastern Dallas County, Iowa 
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COSTS AND COMPENSATION 
You will not have any costs from participating in this study. You will not be compensated 
for participating in this study. 
PARTICIPANT RIGHTS 
Your participation in this study is completely voluntary and you may refuse to participate or 
leave the study at any time. If you decide to not participate in the study or leave the study 
early, it will not result in any penalty or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled. 
CONFIDENTIALITY 
Records identifying participants will be kept confidential to the extent permitted by 
applicable laws and regulations and will not be made publicly available. However, federal 
government regulatory agencies and the Institutional Review Board (a committee that 
reviews and approves human subject research studies) may inspect and/or copy your records 
for quality assurance and data analysis. These records may contain private information. 
To ensure confidentiality to the extent permitted by law, the following measures will be 
taken; subjects will be assigned a unique code that will be used on forms instead of their 
name. Identifiers will be kept with data to match responses with certain groups, but not with 
individuals. Access to study records will be limited to the principal investigator and the 
major professor of the study by locked file cabinets, password protected computers and 
diskettes. Individual identifiers, i.e. names, will be kept until 4/28/05, after which they will 
be destroyed. If the results are published, your identity will remain confidential. 
QUESTIONS OR PROBLEMS 
You are encouraged to ask questions at any time during this study. For further information 
about the study contact John P. McCurdy at (515) 309-3763. If you have any questions about 
the rights ofresearch subjects or research-related injury, please contact the Human Subjects 
Research Office, 2810 Beardshear Hall, (515) 294-4566; austingr(a)iastate.edu or the 
Research Compliance Officer, Office of Research Compliance, 2810 Beardshear Hall, ( 515) 
294-3115; dament@jastate.edu 
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AppendixB 
!SU !RB #2 
Exempt Date: 
04-242 
May 3, 2004 
Southeastern Dallas County, Iowa Smart Growth Priorities Survey 
The purpose of this survey is to rank in order of importance 10 criteria for "Smart 
Growth." These criteria have been developed by the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency in partnership with the Sustainable Communities Network. Your 
participation in this survey is completely voluntary. 
First Page Instructions 
Please rank the following 10 criteria in order of importance based upon your own 
personal opinion with number 1 being the most important objective for future growth 
in southeastern Dallas County, Iowa and 10 being the least important objective for 
growth in southeastern Dallas County, Iowa. Please do not rank any criteria as a tie 
or skip any criteria. 
Rank (1-10) Criteria 
Create a Range of Housing Opportunities and Choices 
Create Walkable Neighborhoods 
Encourage Community and Stakeholder Collaboration 
Foster Distinctive, Attractive Communities with a Strong Sense of 
Place 
Make Development Decisions Predictable, Fair and Cost Effective 
Mix Land Uses 
Preserve Open Space, Farmland, Natural Beauty and Critical 
Environmental Areas 
Provide a Variety of Transportation Choices 
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Strengthen and Direct Development toward Existing Communities 
Take Advantage of Compact Building Design 
Southeastern Dallas County Smart Growth Priorities Survey (Continued) 
Second Page Instructions 
Please list below any additional "Smart Growth" criteria that you feel are important 
objectives for future growth in southeastern Dallas County, Iowa but were not 
covered by the U.S. EPA and the Sustainable Communities Network criteria for 
"Smart Growth." Then, please indicate in the "Rank" column what rank (1-10) you 
would have assigned your criteria if it had been given as an option on the first page. 
If you have more than 5 new criteria feel free to add those to the bottom of the page. 
If you think that the U.S. EPA and the Sustainable Communities Network criteria for 
"Smart Growth" are sufficient, leave this section blank. 
Rank (1-10) Criteria 
